JULLS LONG REPORT

CLASSIFICATION: Unclassified




DATE: 1 June 2001

1. (U) JULLS NUMBER:



a. OBSERVER:  TSgt Lower, John P.           SUBMITTING COMMAND:








USACCE, GERMANY








JOINT CONTRACTING CENTER








TASZAR, HUNGARY








APO AE 09793








DSN:  760-2336








FACSIMILE: 00-3682-426-462

2. (U) CONTINGENCY: United States Army Support Element Taszar, Operation Joint Forge

DATES: 27 February 2001 – 5 June 2001

3. (U) OBSERVER’S DUTIES & RESPONSIBILITIES:  NCOIC of the Joint Contracting Center Taszar, Hungary (JCC-TA), supporting Task Force Eagle units deployed in support of Operation Joint Forge, United States Army Support Element Taszar (USASET), and Task Force Rijeka, Croatia.  Responsible for the overall supervision of day to day operations that support requirements of over 1,000 soldiers, airman, and DOD personnel of USASET in Hungary and Croatia.  Contracts for logistical support, supplies, and services through the Hungarian Minister of Defense Logistics Directorate for support of SFOR missions in Hungary and Croatia.  Provides contract administration of multimillion-dollar contracts acquired through the Acquisition Arrangement between the U.S. Government and Hungary.  Provides, supervision and direction to four contracting/procurement specialists in various locations while managing the daily operations of JCC-TA.  Provide direct contracting support to Task Force Rijeka in Croatia, as part of the Reception, Staging, and Onward movement during the turnover for the Bosnian mission.  Performs contractual support for external missions in sector.  Provides external contracting support for U.S. Embassy humanitarian projects.  Responsible for providing the War Fighter with mission essential supplies, service and construction in minimum time to ensure the War Fighter can successfully accomplish his/her mission.  Train the commanders, war fighters, field-ordering officers, contracting officer representatives, on procurement policies and procedures Warranted by United States Army Contracting Command Europe to contractually obligate U.S. Government and special funds up to $200,000.  Serves as the Primary IMPAC cardholder, responsible for all purchases.

4. (U) KEY WORD (S): Air Expeditionary Force (AEF), Joint Acquisition Review Board (JARB), Field Ordering Officer (FOO), Class A Paying Agent.

5. (U) ITEM TITLE: JARB Procedures concerning Acquisition method to satisfy Construction requirements

5a (U) OBSERVATIONS:  Attended regular JARB meetings in place of Office Chief. At times I witnessed numerous occasions where GFE was used as a determination of which source to award a project to. 

5b (U) DISCUSSION: Numerous requirements to repair or refurbish existing facilities. The Government maintains a large amount of furnished equipment. When a requirement is presented to the JARB board to repair an existing facility, it seemed to be the consensus to constantly allow Brown & Root to be the awarded source, although MOD could have most likely met the requirement at a lesser award amount. 

5c (U) LESSONS LEARNED:  I learned that practices have been in place for quite some time and although one voting member may object or not concur with vote, as long as majority agrees, you cannot make a difference. Revised JARB procedures have been provided by USACCE which I hope will open the eyes of  how other voting members have done business in the past. 

5d (U) RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:  Re-evaluate the decision to use a JARB to evaluate Acquisition methods.  I can see the need to discuss the validity of a requirement when it concerns the use of USASET funds, but once that decision is made leave the procurement decisions up to those who are trained to make them.  This board is still sending Construction Requirements to Brown and Root and a Cost Reimbursement contract five years or more into this “Contingency”.  FAR part 36 is clear on the fact we SHALL use a Fixed Price Contract unless there are uncertainties involved keeping us from determining if a bid from a contractor is a fair and reasonable price.  In my opinion we have missed a great opportunity to develop a substantial contractor base in Hungary and have been paying a lot of money to Brown and Root for projects that could have been competed among the many competent Hungarian Contractors in the local area.  If the Procurement decisions were left to those who are competent to make them I believe this situation could have been different and we could have done a lot more to provide the local area with many more opportunities than we have.  

6 (U) ITEM TITLE: IMPAC card procedures 

6a (U) OBSERVATIONS: A few problems have occurred with the IMPAC program that I think are worth mentioning.  As a member of the USAF filling an AEF slot I am in place for 91 days plus 5 days of overlap.  I noticed a few purchases had been made by my predecessors and no documentation was made as to whether payment had previously been made. I have received numerous statements from CCO’s in place more than a year ago. Upon my departure, I will relinquish my IMPAC card. The Office Chief does not have a card which could cause some other payment concerns until my replacement arrives at least two weeks after I depart.

6b (U) DISCUSSION:  A number of soldiers trained as Field Ordering Officers have stated they are in possession of IMPAC cards at their home stations. Since units go through the routine of coordinating DA 3953’s to ensure availability of funds, I don’t see why each unit could not have an IMPAC card holder and billing official per unit, in addition to a Field Ordering Officer

6c (U) LESSONS LEARNED:  Do not know if this will be an issue between my departure and my replacements arrival.

           6d (U) RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:  Allow each unit to identify an individual with good business character, just as with Field Ordering Officers, to be a bona fide IMPAC cardholder with the Office Chief or other Field Grade Officer as a billing official. A simpler fix and probably a necessary action especially since it looks like in the future JCC-H may only have two Contracting Officers would be to issue the Office Chief an IMPAC card as they are processing through USACCE. Once USACCE receives a shredded card from an outgoing CCO, submit paperwork to cancel their IMPAC card account.

7 (U) ITEM TITLE: Field Ordering Officer.

7a (U) OBSERVATION (S): Field Ordering Officers are appointed and requested to be trained by unit Commander’s to the Joint Contracting Center. The appointment letter identifies items that are authorized to be purchased by the appointed FOO.

7b (U) DISCUSSION: Upon my arrival, the TF Rijeka 6 exercise had already begun. Appointment letters and training requests were received on 6 February 01 for three individuals (Major Mark Burtner, LT Scott Barlow, SFC Stephen Height) to act as FOOs. My predecessor, SSgt Jay McBride, provided training on 23 Feb 01. I was not aware of any potential arrangements that had been made regarding turning in of previous FOO transactions. FOOs here at Taszar are required to submit monthly a monthly feeder sheet along with SF44 copies that are made. Due to the location of the Rijeka mission, it may have been virtually impossible to turn documents in prior to completion. On 22 March, SFC Height came to the JCC-H office to submit the prior FOO purchases and to request another book of SF44s. He was accompanied by Capt Bonilla (one of two appointed Class A paying agents for the Rijeka mission). In reviewing the submitted documents, I noticed purpose and appropriation data was missing from each SF44. Since the SF44 is a four-part form (copy 1 goes to the paying agent, copy 2 is the vendors copy, copy 3 goes to the JCC, and copy 4 stays in the SF44 book), it was impossible to provide the appropriate data on all copies. I instructed Capt Bonilla to provide this office with documentation of funding for the purchases. Capt Bonilla stated that bulk funding was provided prior to the start of the Rijeka mission, but he would be able to provide the requested information. On 5 Apr 01, Capt Bonilla and SFC Height came back to this office to turn in the last few purchases made with SF44s, in addition, Capt Bonilla provided me with a letter containing the funding information. In reviewing submitted SF44s submitted by SFC Height, all documentation was adequate (it contained the proper accounting data). At that time, I cleared all three FOOs on one blanket termination letter. On 2 May, I received a phone call from Dennis Gagliardi, USAREUR Office of the Principal Assistant Responsible for Contracting (PARC) Compliance Division, stating that some SF44 purchases could not be validated for payment. I informed Dennis of all the circumstances that I mentioned above. Further on 2 May, Major Sanders, JCC-H Chief, received an email from LTC Hanson (USACCE Office), which was followed up by a phone conversation. We have since received and incorporated the USACCE training aids when providing FOO training.

7c (U) LESSONS LEARNED: USACCE established aids to be used when training FOO’s, do not tailor them to your specific AOR. When working with a sister service, you must learn and understand how their branch differs from yours and come to a consensus on how to you will accomplish the mission.

7d (U) RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: Ensure monthly submittal and surveillance of all SF44 

transactions. If there is a problem, get to the bottom of it and resolve it, do not procrastinate, the 

longer you wait, the more you may forget important facts. Do not terminate a FOO until all 

issues are resolved. Ensure that FOOs know who to contact if any questions need to be asked. 

Cooperation is the name of the game.

8 (U) ITEM TITLE: Class A Paying Agent

8a (U) OBSERVATIONS: Class A Paying Agents are trained by the finance office. Class A Paying Agents have the payment in their possession and travel with the FOO to make the transfer of payment to the vendor.

8b (U) DISCUSSION: At the time of FOO training, two individuals (CPTs John Balbach, William Bonilla) were identified as Class A Paying Agents by letter signed by LTC Zendt, TF Rijeka 6, Commander. A second letter, which contained the appropriation data, stated that CPT Bonilla had received the proper training.

8c (U) LESSONS LEARNED: Having more than one Class A Paying Agent per each FOO could potentially cause records to be inaccurate or incomplete.

8d (U) RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:  Do not allow multiple Class A Paying Agents for a single FOO. Require documentation from the finance office that adequate training was conducted. Attend a Class A Paying Agent training to ensure areas covered coincide with FOO training.

9. (U) ITEM TITLE:  Workload and Air Force CCO involvement in an Army environment.

9a. (U) OBSERVATION (S):  On a post with approximately 300 Army personnel (although a drastic downsizing will occur in a few months) I was the only Air Force member present. The actual number of Contracting actions this office was required to accomplish during my deployment was sufficient.  Throughout my tour there were 2 warranted Contracting Officers in the office, Army Major William Sanders, and myself.  

9b. (U) DISCUSSION:  Taszar is still identified as a position that needs to be filled under the Air Expeditionary Force (AEF). Being the sole Air Force member at an Army base presented a few problems.  There is no PERSCO support here for Air Force so an Air Force member has to take care of there own personnel needs. My Air Force replacement was transferred to a CCO position in Sarajevo, so it appears that Air Force CCO presence at Taszar will be eliminated. An Army SFC will replace me in late June.  To me, the need for two warranted contracting officers at this location still exists. Past JCC Chiefs have passed on providing contract support to war fighter exercises in theater, thus allowing Brown & Root to provide these requirements uncontested. Major Sanders would like every opportunity to provide the JCC with valuable training experiences in these contingencies. After all, if it weren’t for contingency contracting, the Air Force would not have enlisted CCO’s. The Air Force will no doubt take a look at the actions of this office to see if they should send a CCO here now that the Army has pulled the civilian slot.  

9c. (U) LESSONS LEARNED:  In my opinion I have learned more lessons here in three months about contracting than I could have hoped for.  This deployment was an outstanding opportunity for a re-trainee like myself to get his first opportunity to work as a warranted contracting officer.  I volunteered for this assignment hoping it would prepare me for future missions.  It has done that and more.  I have been given countless opportunities to solve acquisition related problems and have been able to learn a great deal about how the Army does business. 

9d (U) RECOMMENDED ACTION (S):  Simple! That the Air Force continues to send Level 1 certified CCO’s into this slot to support the Army as long as it can.  True, the continuity of the office is lacking from rotation to rotation, but providing the scenarios that we could face in the future and the experience that can be gained here is irreplaceable in my book.  Since I re-trained into contracting from supply over two years ago I have seen the Air Force constantly question it’s own training programs over and over.  After this deployment I am convinced our training programs more than work and I think a re-trainee needs an experience such as this one to pull it all together.  I leave from this deployment with a great deal more confidence in my abilities as a CCO than I came with.  
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